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Abstract
Increased understanding of the influence of habitat (e.g., composition, patch size) and
intrinsic (e.g., age, birth mass) factors on survival of neonatal pronghorn (Antilocapra ameri-
cana) is a prerequisite to successful management programs, particularly as they relate to
population dynamics and the role of population models in adaptive species management.
Nevertheless, few studies have presented empirical data quantifying the influence of habitat
variables on survival of neonatal pronghorn. During 2002–2005, we captured and radiocol-
lared 116 neonates across two sites in western South Dakota. We documented 31 deaths
during our study, of which coyote (Canis latrans) predation (n = 15) was the leading cause of
mortality. We used known fate analysis in ProgramMARK to investigate the influence of
intrinsic and habitat variables on neonatal survival. We generated a priori models that we
grouped into habitat and intrinsic effects. The highest-ranking model indicated that neonate
mortality was best explained by site, percent grassland, and open water habitat; 90-day sur-
vival (0.80; 90% CI = 0.71–0.88) declined 23% when grassland and water increased from
80.1 to 92.3% and 0.36 to 0.40%, respectively, across 50% natal home ranges. Further, our
results indicated that grassland patch size and shrub density were important predictors of
neonate survival; neonate survival declined 17% when shrub density declined from 5.0 to
2.5 patches per 100 ha. Excluding the site covariates, intrinsic factors (i.e., sex, age, birth
mass, year, parturition date) were not important predictors of survival of neonatal prong-
horns. Further, neonatal survival may depend on available land cover and interspersion of
habitats. We have demonstrated that maintaining minimum and maximum thresholds for
habitat factors (e.g., percentages of grassland and open water patches, density of shrub
patches) throughout natal home ranges will in turn, ensure relatively high (>0.50) neonatal
survival rates, especially as they relate to coyote predation. Thus, landscape level variables
(particularly percentages of open water, grassland habitats, and shrub density) should be
incorporated into the development or implementation of pronghorn management plans
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across sagebrush steppe communities of the western Dakotas, and potentially elsewhere
within the geographic range of pronghorn.
Introduction
Populations of large herbivores respond to changes in abundance or behavior of predators, dis-
ease prevalence, or anthropogenic activities [1]. Consequently, temporal variation in ecologic
or anthropogenic factors should prominently influence population dynamics and demograph-
ics of these species [2–3]. Despite these potential sources of heterogeneity in survival rates,
populations of large herbivores often are considered weakly affected by temporal variation [4].
Regardless of the source of variability, pronounced differences in inter-annual variation in sur-
vival exist along a continuum, with little year-to-year variation in adult female cohorts and
strong year-to-year variability in juvenile age classes [1]. As such, the juvenile age class is con-
sidered the critical component of ungulate population dynamics [1]. Hence, survival and mor-
tality rates are important parameters influencing many aspects of the management of mammal
populations [5, 6].
Increased understanding of mortality of pronghorn (Antilocapra americana) is a prerequi-
site to successful management programs, particularly as it relates to population dynamics and
the role of population models in adaptive species management [7]. Neonates (<1 month of
age; [8]) are the life stage whereby pronghorn are most vulnerable to mortality [9]. Therefore,
obtaining reliable survival estimates is critical for understanding how prehunting season sur-
vival rates affect annual recruitment and thus, pronghorn herd sustainability and associated
harvest strategies [7, 10]. Consequently, site-specific studies investigating survival and cause-
specific mortality of neonatal pronghorn have been conducted across the species’ geographic
range [8, 11].
Previous research indicates that pronghorn mortality is attributable to a myriad of factors
that vary spatially and temporally with respect to sex and age classes, and pronghorn density
[11]. A primary source of mortality includes predation on neonates [8, 12–13], which has been
associated with a wide range of intrinsic mechanisms. For instance, timing of birth may affect
vulnerability of neonatal pronghorn to predation given their tendency to lie in seclusion during
the first few weeks of life [14–15]. Pronghorn exhibit tightly synchronized birth dates, most
notably across the northern portion of their range, which is thought to be a behavioral mecha-
nism to reduce loss of young to predation [12–13]. However, some evidence suggests that neo-
nates born during the peak of the birth season may be at greater risk of predation than
individuals born at other times during the fawning season [16]. Also, maternal condition late
in gestation may affect birthweight in ungulates [17], which may increase susceptibility of neo-
nates to hypothermia and starvation, or increase vulnerability to predation [18–19]. Addition-
ally, Byers and Moodie [20] documented intersexual differences in activity level in neonatal
pronghorn, with females being more active than males early in life.
Spatial heterogeneity in security cover at neonatal pronghorn bedding sites has been one of
the most investigated aspects of interrelationships between pronghorn and microhabitat qual-
ity since the 1970s [21]. Moreover, it is widely thought that macrohabitat selection by parturi-
ent females possibly determines microhabitat site characteristics at neonatal bedsites [22– 23],
though research linking macrohabitat site selection to survival of pronghorn neonates is lack-
ing. However, studies of other North American ungulate species have confirmed that macroha-
bitat features affect survival of neonatal woodland caribou (Rangifer tarandus; [24]), mule deer
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(Odocoileus hemionus; [25], moose (Alces alces; [26]), elk (Cervus elaphus; [27]), and white-
tailed deer (O. virginianus; [28–29]), and such is likely the case for neonatal pronghorns.
Despite being poorly understood throughout sagebrush (Artemisia spp.) steppe communi-
ties of the western U.S., inter-annual and site-specific variability in birth weight, age, parturi-
tion date, and sex may be important factors affecting survival of neonatal pronghorn.
To our knowledge, only Jacques et al. [8] has quantified survival and cause-specific mortal-
ity of neonatal pronghorns across the rangelands of western South Dakota, whereby notable
differences in survival rates were documented between study sites; despite similarities in preda-
tor suites, regional differences in neonatal survival was likely associated with variation in coy-
ote relative abundance. Nevertheless, their analyses did not investigate potential effects of
habitat and intrinsic variables on survival. Presumably, lower quality habitats across regions
within the eastern-most extension of sagebrush-steppe communities may contribute to lower
survival of neonatal pronghorn than in regions characterized by higher quality fawning habitat
further west. Thus, our objective was to determine the site-specific influence of habitat and
intrinsic characteristics on survival of pronghorn neonates across sagebrush-steppe communi-
ties of western South Dakota. Because of the association of habitat characteristics with fawn
recruitment and subsequent sustainability of pronghorn populations, we hypothesized that
habitat variables would have a greater effect on neonatal survival than intrinsic factors. Evalua-
tion of this hypothesis will contribute to development of a benchmark for understanding
potential effects of site-specific habitat factors on pronghorn survival across sagebrush-steppe
communities throughout the western U.S.
Materials and Methods
Study Area
Our study was conducted in a 6,940-km2 area of northwestern (e.g., Harding County) and a
5,071-km2 area of southwestern (e.g., Fall River County) South Dakota (Fig 1). Landscape in
western South Dakota was characterized by flat to gently rolling topography and a mosaic of
mixed-grass prairie interspersed with sagebrush [30–31]. Distribution of pronghorns in west-
ern South Dakota was within an eastward extension of sagebrush-steppe communities, includ-
ing big sagebrush (A. tridentata) and silver sagebrush (A. cana) [32–33]. Regional coyote
densities were unknown across western South Dakota, though moderate to intensive coyote
management (aerial shooting and state trappers responding to landowner complaints) was
conducted throughout Harding and Fall River counties monthly from 2002 through 2005 [8].
The majority (75%) of land area in Fall River County was characterized as grassland grazed
by livestock, whereas the remaining acreage constituted shrub (13%), forest (6%), cultivated
crops (3%), development (1.4%), wetlands (1%), and open water (0.5%) [34]). Land elevation
ranged between 914 m and 1,478 m above mean sea level. Fall River County was located within
the mixed grass prairie region of western South Dakota and dominant grasses on the landscape
included western wheatgrass (Agropyron smithii), buffalograss (Buchloe dactyloides), green
needlegrass (Stipa viridula), needle-and-thread (S. comata), side oats grama (Bouteloua curti-
pendula), blue grama (B. gracilis), and prairie junegrass (Koeleria macrantha). Dominant
overstory woody vegetation consisted of limited stands of ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa)
interspersed with small stands of quaking aspen (Populus tremuloides) and paper birch (Betula
papyrifera; [35]). Silver sagebrush and big sagebrush were limited in distribution throughout
Fall River County. Plant nomenclature followed Larson and Johnson [36] and Johnson and
Larson [37].
Most of the land area in Harding County was treeless, semi-arid rolling plains. Land eleva-
tion ranged between 817 m and 1,224 m above mean sea level and 81% was characterized as
Pronghorn Neonate Survival
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grassland used as grazing land. Remaining acreage constituted shrub (6%), forest (1.4%), culti-
vated crops (6.4%), development (0.8%), wetlands (0.7%), and open water (0.3%; Homer et al.
2007). Dominant grasses on the landscape included western wheatgrass, prairie junegrass, buf-
falograss, green needlegrass, and blue grama. Silver sagebrush and big sagebrush were the dom-
inant shrubs on the landscape [38].
Pronghorn Capture and Monitoring
We captured neonatal pronghorns using an observation method described by Byers [12] and
fitted them with expansion breakaway radio collars (Advanced Telemetry Systems, Isanti, Min-
nesota, USA) during late May and early June 2002 to 2005. Our capture efforts occurred on pri-
vate land, and the owner of each parcel granted us permission to capture. The South Dakota
Department of Game, Fish and Parks granted us permission to capture neonatal pronghorn on
state lands. We did not conduct capture activities on tribal lands and endangered species were
not captured. We recorded sex, weight, and new hoof growth measurements (mm) of captured
Fig 1. Neonatal pronghorn (Antilocapra americana) capture locations were located in Harding (gray shaded county in northwest region of state)
and Fall River (light gray shaded county in southwest region of state) of western South Dakota, 2002–2005. Thin black lines delineated county
boundaries and the black shaded region encompassing eastern South Dakota represented the area outside current pronghorn range. ■ denotes Harding
County neonatal capture locations.▲ denotes Fall River County neonatal capture locations. ♦ = neonatal death by cattle trampling, = neonatal death by
predation, + = neonatal death by abandonment, • = neonatal death by unknown causes, and × = neonatal death by vehicle collision.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0144026.g001
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neonates. We estimated age (days) of each neonate by examining hoof characteristics, noting
neonate behavior, and recording umbilicus condition [39–40]. The Institutional Animal Care
and Use Committee at South Dakota State University specifically approved this study
(approval number 02-A0001), including all capture, animal handling, and sampling methods.
Our animal handling methods followed guidelines for the care and use of animals approved by
the American Society of Mammalogists [41].
We monitored survival status of radio-collared neonates 2–3 times per day (e.g., early morn-
ing, mid-day, late afternoon) until approximately 13 weeks post-capture through the end of
each summer field season (31 August) using a vehicle mounted “null-peak” antenna system
[42], hand-held directional antennas (Telonics Telemetry Electronic Consultants, Mesa, Ari-
zona, USA), and fixed-wing Cessna aircraft (Cessna Aircraft Company, Wichita, Kansas,
USA). When we detected a mortality signal, we immediately (<1 hr) located the collar, con-
ducted field necropsies, and recorded evidence at mortality sites to determine the likely cause
of death [43]. Given our daily monitoring intensity, mortality events occurred12 hrs before
investigating death sites. If collars were prematurely shed, we right-censored neonates from
analyses at the time of collar loss [44]. We classified mortality events as unknown if cause of
death could not be determined in the field, and subsequently transported animals to the Ani-
mal Disease Research Diagnostic Laboratory (ADRDL) at South Dakota State University for
further examination [8, 43].
Data Analyses
To evaluate potential effects of habitat characteristics on neonate survival, we created 1,225-m
and 1,720-m circular analysis regions around initial capture locations [45–46]; associated cir-
cular analysis regions (4.71 km2 and 9.29 km2, respectively) comprised a land area that was the
approximate size of the mean 50% summer home range of neonatal pronghorns across Har-
ding and Fall River counties, respectively. We conducted our analyses using 50% natal home
ranges due to the hiding tendency and sedentary behavior of neonatal pronghorn during the
first 3 weeks of life [14]. Further, most mortality among neonatal pronghorn occurs within
3-weeks of birth [13, 47–49]; thus, predisposition of individuals to increased mortality is likely
associated with habitat characteristics at smaller spatial scales (i.e., 50% natal home ranges).
Moreover, circular analysis regions encompassed the entire area used by animals prior to most
(76%) mortality, thus were likely reflective of true 50% natal ranges rather than core areas
within those ranges. To determine habitat characteristics associated with each neonate, we
overlaid circular analysis regions on the 2006 National Land Cover Data set (NLCD; [34]) and
calculated habitat composition (% composition of each buffer) using Geospatial Modeling
Environment (http://www.spatialecology.com/gme) in ArcGIS 10.3 (Esri, Inc., Redlands, Cali-
fornia, USA). We re-classified land cover data into 9 categories; grassland, pasture-hay, culti-
vated crops, barren land, development, forested cover, shrubs, wetlands, and open water. For a
detailed description of land cover categories, see the NLCD website (http://www.mrlc.gov/
nlcd06_leg.php). We used FRAGSTATS Version 4.2 to calculate landscape and class-level met-
rics associated with each buffered area by county [50].
We selected the initial set of habitat factors (14 variables; Tables 1 and 2) and intrinsic fac-
tors (6 variables; Table 3) that we considered biologically meaningful to neonatal ecology. Fur-
ther, these variables also have been identified as important factors influencing neonatal
survival of other ungulate species by affecting distribution, density, and hunting efficiency of
predators [29]. We broadly defined habitat variables as a) percent cover (percent of landscape
comprised of habitat cover type), b) patch density (number of patches/100 ha of the cover
type), c) shape index (i.e., average departure of patches from maximum compaction), and d)
Pronghorn Neonate Survival
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landscape shape index (i.e., standardized measure of the edge for all cover type patches; [50]).
To minimize potential confounding effects of heterogeneity in size of circular analysis regions
between study sites on survival estimates, we excluded mean shrub, open water, and grassland
patch area variables (Table 1) from our analyses. We included capture year, age at capture,
birth mass, sex, and parturition date as intrinsic covariates in survival models. Though relative
coyote densities were unknown across our study sites, we included study site (e.g., proxy for
relative coyote density) as an intrinsic covariate in survival models to test whether differing
coyote densities resulted in differential mortality due to predation or whether regional varia-
tion in coyote densities influenced habitat selection by neonatal pronghorn. Prior to modeling,
we screened all independent variables for collinearity using Pearson’s correlation coefficients
(|r|> 0.5) and used quantile plots to evaluate assumptions of normality [51]. We used only 1
Table 2. A priori candidate models constructed to determine potential effects of habitat variables on
survival of neonatal pronghorn in western South Dakota, USA, 2002–2005.
Modela Kb Description
Sgrass 2 % grassland cover inﬂuences survival
Sow 2 % open water inﬂuences survival
Sshrub 2 % shrub cover inﬂuences survival
Sgrass + ow 3 % grassland cover and water inﬂuences survival
Sgrass_pd 2 Density of grassland patches inﬂuence survival
Sshrub_pd 2 Density of shrub patches inﬂuence survival
Sgrass_si 2 Shape of grassland patches inﬂuence survival
Sgrass_si + grass_lpi 3 Shape and size of grassland patches inﬂuence survival
Sfull Kaplan-Meier 109 Survival was best explained by the fully saturated Kaplan-Meier model [55]
aVariables included in model deﬁned in Table 1.
bNumber of parameters.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0144026.t002
Table 1. Final variables we quantified within capture areas used for evaluating potential habitat
effects on pronghorn neonatal survival in western South Dakota, USA, 2002–2005.
Variable name Description
Grassland cover Total grassland cover (%; grass)
Cropland cover Total cropland cover (%)
Open water Total open water (%; ow)
Shrub cover Total shrub cover (%; shrub)
Mean grassland patch
area
Average patch size (ha) for all grassland patches
Mean open water patch
area
Average patch size (ha) for all open water patches
Mean shrub patch area Average patch size (ha) for all shrub patches
Grassland patch
density
Density (no./100 ha) of all grassland patches (grass_pd)
Cropland patch area Average patch size (ha) for all cropland patches
Shrub patch density Density (no./100 ha) of all shrub patches (shrub_pd)
Grassland shape index Average departure of grassland patches from maximum compaction (i.e.,
square shape; grass_si)
Grassland patch index Percentage of landscape comprised by the largest grassland patch (grass_lpi)
Landscape shape index Standardized measure of amount of edge adjusted for size of buffered area
Mean patch area Average patch size (ha) for all habitat patches
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0144026.t001
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variable from a set of collinear variables for modeling, which resulted in 9 uncorrelated habitat
variables and 6 intrinsic variables used to evaluate potential effects of habitat and intrinsic fac-
tors on neonate survival (Tables 1–3).
To estimate survival to the end of the field season each summer (31 Aug) and determine fac-
tors influencing neonatal survival between survival and mortality areas, we used known fate
models with the logit link function in Program MARK [52], which accommodated staggered
entry and exit times of marked neonates during our analysis interval [53–54]. Additionally,
Program MARK facilitated incorporation of model covariates in survival analyses, flexibility in
model parameterization, and model selection [55]. To avoid potential effects of dependence
among pronghorn siblings in survival analyses [55], we minimized the capture of twins during
animal capture events. Given the small number of twins (n = 6) in our sample, we did not eval-
uate potential effects of sibling dependence on survival. Further, we followed the recommenda-
tions of Grovenburg et al. [56] to minimize potential effects of variation in age estimates on
neonatal survival. Prior to analyses, we posited biologically plausible models of how neonatal
survival might be influenced by habitat and intrinsic factors. We used Akaike’s Information
Criterion corrected for small sample size (AICc) to select a suite of models that best described
the data. Our model set consisted of 15 a priorimodels (Tables 2 and 3) that grouped logically
into habitat and intrinsic effects. We used the best approximating intrinsic model as the under-
lying (constant) structure for all habitat models to account for maximum variation in the data
[57]. We compared AICc values to select the most parsimonious model and considered models
differing by2 ΔAICc from the selected model as competitive alternatives [57]. We used
Akaike weights (wi) as a measure of relative support for model fit and multi-model inference to
generate unconditional parameter estimates [57]. Parameter estimates were unconditional in
the sense that they were conditioned on a suite of models weighted by their respective AICc
scores rather than on a single best model where probability of being the optimal model may be
only marginally higher than lower-ranked models [57]. Additionally, we examined models dif-
fering by2 ΔAICc from the highest-ranked model to determine if they differed by 1 parame-
ter from the best model and whether they had essentially the same maximized log likelihood
[57–58]. In this case, models containing uninformative parameters were noncompetitive
because they contributed an additional parameter that had no explanatory ability [57–58]. We
used model averaging to account for model selection uncertainty [57].
We evaluated the relative support for competitive model covariates by determining
whether parameter estimates had associated confidence intervals (CIs) that included zero
Table 3. A priori candidate models constructed to determine potential effects of intrinsic variables on
survival of neonatal pronghorn in western South Dakota, USA, 2002–2005.
Model Ka Description
Sconstant 1 % grassland cover inﬂuences survival
Ssite 2 % open water inﬂuences survival
Sage 2 % shrub cover inﬂuences survival
Sparturition dateb 2 % grassland cover and water inﬂuences survival
Sbirth mass 2 Density of grassland patches inﬂuence survival
Syear 2 Density of shrub patches inﬂuence survival
Sage + sex 3 Shape of grassland patches inﬂuence survival
Sfull Kaplan-Meier 109 Survival was best explained by the fully saturated Kaplan-Meier model [55]
aNumber of parameters.
bNeonates were grouped into two categories, including peak-born and non-peak born.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0144026.t003
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[43, 58–59]; parameters with CIs including zero were eliminated from model consideration.
Because there is no goodness-of-fit test for classical known-fate data, we fit a fully saturated
model and used the reduction of the global model to biologically plausible models to assess
GOF [60]. We further evaluated model robustness by artificially inflating c^ (e.g., model term
describing overdispersion) from 1.0 (no dispersion) to 3.0 (extreme dispersion) to simulate a
continuum of levels of dispersion reflected in Quasi-AICc (QAICc; [43, 59, 61].
Results
We captured and radio-collared 116 neonates (65 females, 51 males; 58 Harding County, 58
Fall River County), of which 90% (n = 104) were single neonate captures and the remaining
individuals were twin captures. Peak parturition occurred on 25 May 2002, 25 May 2003, 19
May 2004, and 23 May 2005. Mean age at capture was 4.1 days (SE = 0.2, n = 116) and ranged
from<1 to 14 days; 81% of neonates were5 days of age at capture. Similarly, mean body
weight at capture was 4.1 kg (SE = 0.1, n = 116), though it ranged from 2.8 to 6.2 kg. We docu-
mented 31 neonate deaths during our study (22 Fall River County, 9 Harding County); preda-
tion was the leading cause of mortality and accounted for 18 (58%; 15 attributed to coyote
[Canis latrans] predation; 1 bobcat [Lynx rufus] predation, 1 badger [Taxidea taxus] predation,
1 likely coyote predation but unconfirmed) neonate mortalities (i.e., 16.4% of non-censored
individuals); all predation events occurred in Fall River County (Fig 1) and were spatially dis-
tributed across grassland habitats. We attributed remaining deaths to capture-related factors
(n = 6), cattle trampling (n = 1), vehicle collisions (n = 1), abandonment (n = 1), and unknown
causes (n = 4; Fig 1). Because pronghorn exhibit close to the highest known level of maternal
reproductive effort among ungulates [62], we assumed that natural abandonment was minimal.
Further, we assumed the death of a late-born neonate (25 Jun) by a 1.5 yr-old (and presumably
inexperienced) female during prolonged drought conditions was due to natural abandonment
rather than capture-related activities. Necropsies conducted at the ADRDL revealed starvation
as the likely cause of death for individuals that we attributed to unknown causes. We censored
all capture-related deaths (n = 6) from survival analyses.
Our analysis indicated that confidence intervals for 5 of 6 intrinsic model parameters
encompassed zero, suggesting that most intrinsic factors (sex, year, parturition date, birth
mass, age) were not important predictors of survival of neonatal pronghorns. However, the site
covariate was included in all 7 top-ranked models, indicating it was an important predictor of
neonatal survival (Table 4). Thus, we used the site covariate as the constant structure for our
habitat models. Our analysis of habitat covariates revealed model selection uncertainty among
competing survival models; weight of evidence (wi) supporting the best model {Ssite + grass + ow}
(site, percent grass, and open water) was 0.41 (Table 4). The weight of evidence supporting this
model was 1.3 times greater than the {Ssite + ow} (site, percent open water) model (wi = 0.32),
4.2 times greater than the {Ssite + shrub_pd} (site, shrub patch density) model (wi = 0.10), and 7.8
times greater than the {Ssite +grass_si} (site, grassland shape index) model (wi = 0.05; Table 4). All
other models were considered non-competitive (wi< 0.12) and thus, excluded from further
consideration. For model {Ssite + grass + ow}, β and 90% confidence intervals for the intercept
(10.86, SE = 2.39, 90% CI = 6.93–14.79), site (–1.47, SE = 0.55, 90% CI = –2.37 to –0.57), per-
cent grassland (–0.04, SE = 0.03, 90% CI = –0.08 to –0.01), and percent open water (–1.30,
SE = 0.41, 90% CI = –1.98 to –0.63) indicated that β 6¼ 0, indicating these factors were impor-
tant predictors of neonatal survival. For model {Ssite + shrub_pd}, β and 90% confidence intervals
for the intercept (5.99, SE = 0.59, 90% CI = 5.01–6.97), site (–1.31, SE = 0.52, 90% CI = –2.16 to
–0.45), and shrub patch density (0.21, SE = 0.12, 90% CI = 0.02–0.40) indicated that β 6¼ 0,
indicating that density of shrub patches also was an important predictor of neonatal survival.
Pronghorn Neonate Survival
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Similarly, for model {Ssite + grass_si}, β and 90% confidence intervals for the intercept (6.12,
SE = 0.67, 90% CI = 4.80–7.44), site (–1.53, SE = 0.51, 90% CI = –2.53 to –0.53), and grassland
shape (0.16, SE = 0.11, 90% CI = 0.02–0.33) indicated that β 6¼ 0, indicating that grassland
patch also was an important predictor of neonatal survival. The remaining habitat covariates in
the top-ranked models (Table 4) encompassed zero, indicating these factors were not impor-
tant predictors of neonatal survival. Model {Ssite + grass + ow} had the lowest AICc when c^ = 1.0
(no dispersion), though models {Ssite + ow} and {Ssite} had the lowest QAICc when c^ = 2.0
(moderate dispersion; QAICc = 172.27) and c^ = 3.0 (extreme dispersion; QAICc = 116.80),
respectively. Using model {Ssite + grass + ow}, the 90-day survival rate was 0.80 (90% CI = 0.71–
0.88) when mean percentages of grassland and open water were 86.16 and 0.38, respectively.
Similarly, model-averaged 90-day survival using model {Ssite + shrub_pd} was 0.78 (90%
CI = 0.70–0.87) when mean percentage of shrub density was 3.62 shrub patches per 100 ha.
Our results indicated that neonatal mortality increased 23% (0.87 to 0.71 survival) when
grassland and water percentages throughout 50% natal home ranges increased from 80.1 to
92.3% and 0.36 to 0.40%. Similarly, mortality increased to>0.50 when home ranges within
Harding and Fall River counties contained 48% and 68% grassland and 2.2% and 1.6% water,
respectively (Fig 2). Moreover, mortality increased to>0.50 in Harding and Fall River counties
when home ranges contained 98% and 100% grassland, respectively, and 0% water (Fig 2).
When shrub density declined from 5.0 to 2.5 patches per 100 ha, mortality increased by 17%
between Harding (0.15) and Fall River (0.27) counties; below 2.5 patches neonate mortality
increased to ~0.50.
Discussion
Survival of neonatal pronghorn was best described by two competing models containing site
percentages of grassland and open water habitat, and shrub density throughout natal home
ranges. Our findings confirm previous research whereby neonatal survival was related in part,
to site-specific variation in coyote relative abundance [8]. Relative coyote densities were
unknown within our study sites, though the number of animals removed over the study dura-
tion from Harding (1,457) and Fall River (1,128) counties was similar [8]. Nevertheless, preda-
tor control efforts were approximately 2 to 6 times greater in Harding than Fall River County,
indicating relative coyote densities were higher in the southwestern region of the state. Conse-
quently, predation was the primary cause of neonatal mortality, of which all coyote deaths
Table 4. Top-ranked survival models relative to fully saturated Kaplan-Meier model for neonatal pronghorn from birth to 31 August in western
South Dakota, USA, 2002–2005 from intrinsic and habitat covariates when c^ (model overdispersion term) was 1.0 (i.e., assumes data are not
overdispersed).
Model Ka AICc
b Δ AICc
c Wi
d Deviance
Ssite + grass + ow 4 338.02 0.00 0.41 330.02
Ssite + ow 3 338.53 0.50 0.32 332.52
Ssite + shrub_pd 3 340.87 2.85 0.10 334.87
Ssite + grass_si 3 342.14 4.12 0.05 336.14
Ssite 2 342.39 4.37 0.05 338.39
Sfull Kaplan-Meier 109 486.18 148.16 0.00 265.36
aNumber of parameters.
bAkaike’s Information Criterion corrected for small sample sizes [57].
cDifference in AICc relative to minimum AICc.
dAkaike weight [57].
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0144026.t004
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occurred in Fall River County. Thus, it is possible the relative importance of habitat (e.g., per-
centages of grassland and open water, shrub density) covariates on neonatal survival were con-
founded by regional variation in coyote densities [8]. However, our results indicate that the site
model (Ssite; proxy for coyote densities) was not substantial (Table 4) and that additive effects
of grassland, open water habitat, and shrub density partially supports our hypothesis regarding
the relative importance of habitat variables on survival of pronghorn neonates inhabiting grass-
land and sagebrush-steppe communities of western South Dakota.
Pronghorn populations typically demonstrate complex, age-structured population dynam-
ics that are driven, in part, by climatic effects [31, 63]. For instance, previous research has
described the importance of surface water and availability of grassland habitats on selection of
bed sites [21, 64–65], though these studies did not evaluate whether habitat selection affected
neonate survival. Limited mortality events precluded our ability to rigorously evaluate county-
specific habitat factors on neonatal survival, though our analyses indicated that shrub density
was an important predictor of neonate survival in Harding County. In contrast, percentages of
grassland and open water habitats were important factors influencing neonatal survival in Fall
River County. Despite spatial variation in habitat composition and coyote densities between
study sites, our results indicated that neonatal pronghorn may exhibit functional responses in
habitat use [66–70], whereby selection for habitat characteristics are altered depending on
predator densities and availability of grassland, shrubs, and open water patches within natal
ranges. Nevertheless, a paucity of published data needed to evaluate potential effects of habitat
factors on survival of neonatal pronghorns makes our research unique.
Higher grassland cover and larger grassland patch size contributed to higher mortality of
neonatal pronghorn, which is in contrast to previous studies of interrelations between habitat
patch dynamics and survival of terrestrial vertebrates. Lower survival rates for nesting water-
fowl have been attributed to smaller grassland patches and thus, increased predator search effi-
ciency across the Prairie Pothole Region [71–73]. Further, Rohm et al. [29] noted higher white-
tailed deer fawn survival in larger forest patches and a lower propensity of predators to search
larger patches as frequently as smaller forest patches. Moreover, our results indicated that
lower density of shrub habitats contributed to higher mortality of neonatal pronghorn, which
is consistent with previous investigations that have described the importance of shrubs as con-
cealment cover for neonatal pronghorn. For instance, Canon and Bryant [74] and Barrett [64]
hypothesized that greater shrub density decreased the probability of detection of neonates by
predators. Further, Jacques et al. [8] noted that regional variation in survival of neonatal prong-
horn was associated, in part, with availability of vertical structure (e.g., shrub cover) at bed
sites. Our results support previous investigations linking landscape complexity (e.g., associa-
tions between shrub patch density and grassland cover) with reduced visibility of pronghorns
[75], which may have contributed to regional differences in survival of neonatal pronghorn
across western South Dakota.
Our results suggested an association between grassland shape index and neonatal survival.
Neonatal survival was influenced by grassland patch size and edge density, which is consistent
with previous findings. For instance, Rohm et al. [29] noted increased survival of white-tailed
deer fawns in areas with greater edge density, which they hypothesized as an indicator of higher
quality habitat and suggested that more irregular forest patches characterizing survival areas
may have affected the ability of predators to locate and capture neonates with nonlinear edges
Fig 2. Relationship between percentages of open water and grassland on survival of neonatal pronghorn throughout western South Dakota, USA,
2002–2005. For any combination of grassland and open water percentages above the solid line, 90-day survival for Harding (top graph) or Fall River (bottom
graph) counties declines below 0.50. The gray shaded area constitutes 90-day survival equal to or greater than 0.50.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0144026.g002
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being more difficult to search than linear edges. Consequently, differences in habitat character-
istics between summer home ranges of neonatal pronghorn likely involved complex interac-
tions between habitat factors and density of predators. Despite searching larger grassland
patches, fewer linear edges and reduced habitat complexity (e.g., lower shrub density) may
have facilitated increased search efficiency by predators [8] and contributed to site-specific var-
iation in neonatal survival during our study.
Despite some debate over the importance of abundant free standing water to artiodactyls
[76], our results suggested the importance of open water as an important predictor of prong-
horn neonate survival. Previous studies have noted seasonal shifts in home range use by ungu-
lates in response to water [77]; parturient females occur closer to water during summer
months than winter months and females and their offspring make extensive use of water dur-
ing summer [78]. Hence, previous findings are consistent with the assumption that free water
is important to meeting lactation demands of parturient females and their offspring [79]. Pre-
sumably, temporal home range shifts by predators in response to spatial distribution of prey
species also occurs. Though uncertain, it is possible that increasing availability (%) of open
water throughout neonatal summer home ranges may have contributed to higher relative den-
sities of pronghorn during parturition and thus, higher relative densities of coyotes. Conse-
quently, greater availability of water may have contributed to increased predation, and thus,
regional variation in survival of neonatal pronghorn across western South Dakota.
Excluding the site covariate, variation in neonate survival was not explained by intrinsic
covariates, which partially supports previous investigations of ungulate neonatal ecology.
Though some evidence suggests that neonate survival increases with older and heavier males
born farther from the peak of the birth season [80–82], other researchers have described poten-
tial benefits to neonates born prior to or at the peak of the birth season [83]. For instance, neo-
nates born before peak birthing (and presumably before predators congregate on birthing
grounds or before predators sharpen their search image) survive better than late-born neonates
[83]. Similarly, neonates may benefit from being born during peak birthing due to the dilution
effect [16] or increased vigilance and defense afforded by numerous parturient females [84–
85]. Nevertheless, we were unable to detect any notable effects of intrinsic factors on survival of
neonatal pronghorns. Though uncertain, the relative importance of intrinsic factors may have
been a function of relatively few deaths observed during our study or the estimated age of neo-
nates at capture. For instance, neonates ranged in age from<1 to 14 days at capture, with a
majority of individuals (80%) captured within 5 days of birth. It is possible that a substantial
amount of mortality had already occurred prior to capture, thereby minimizing potential
effects of intrinsic covariates as meaningful predictors of neonatal survival. Alternatively, our
inability to detect potential intrinsic effects on neonate survival may have been attributed to
the spatial distribution of regional predation events across western South Dakota, all of which
occurred in our Fall River County study site. Consequently, lack of spatial heterogeneity in pre-
dation events may have reduced spatial variability among intrinsic factors that often are
accounted for in long-term studies [19]. Nevertheless, our results are consistent with Fairbanks
[19], who noted little empirical support for potential effects of intrinsic factors (e.g., birth date,
birth mass, sex, year) on survival of neonatal pronghorn. It is possible that with additional mor-
tality events, intrinsic covariates may have been stronger predictors of neonatal survival given
that the majority of deaths during our study were associated with coursing predators (e.g., coy-
otes). The overall neonate survival rate (0.80) we documented (using model Ssite + grass + ow) is
within the range of survival rates (13–92%) previously documented for the species [8, 65, 86–
88], and further implicates coyote predation as the primary cause of mortality on neonatal
pronghorns throughout sagebrush-steppe communities of western South Dakota.
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Conclusions
Survival of neonatal ungulates drives population dynamics and influences harvest and habitat
management strategies [7, 89]. As such, increased knowledge of the role of habitat characteris-
tics on neonatal survival is critical. Our research is important because few studies have estab-
lished ecological benchmarks for understanding the role of habitat factors, especially as they
relate to coyote predation, on neonatal pronghorn across the geographic range of this species.
We have demonstrated that maintaining minimum and maximum thresholds for habitat fac-
tors (e.g., percentages of grassland and open water patches, density of shrub patches) through-
out natal home ranges will in turn, ensure relatively high (>0.50) survival rates. However, we
encourage researchers to use caution when considering management strategies whereby avail-
ability and density of habitat factors important to neonate survival are maintained above or
below set thresholds, which in turn may negatively affect summer survival rates. When neona-
tal survival is a function of site-specific habitat characteristics, focusing habitat manipulation
efforts around creating or maintaining adequate site-specific thresholds for components of
concealment cover (e.g., shrub patches) and water resources may contribute to greater reliabil-
ity in survival and annual recruitment rates and thus, sustainable pronghorn harvest strategies.
Our findings provide suggestions for optimizing habitat components and thus, summer sur-
vival for neonatal pronghorn across the eastern-most extension of sagebrush-steppe communi-
ties. However, our analytical approach can be applied to enhance survival of neonatal
pronghorn across the geographic range of this species.
Supporting Information
S1 File. Raw data used to evaluate effects of habitat and intrinsic characteristics on survival
of neonatal pronghorn throughout western South Dakota, USA, 2002–2005.
(PDF)
Acknowledgments
We thank the Pope and Young Club and numerous other volunteers for assistance during ani-
mal captures. We thank South Dakota Civil Air Patrol for their assistance and the landowners
that allowed access to their property throughout our study. We thank J. L. Beck for reviewing
an earlier draft of our manuscript. Any use of trade, product, or firm names is for descriptive
purposes only and does not imply endorsement by the United States Government.
Author Contributions
Conceived and designed the experiments: CNJ JAJ. Performed the experiments: CNJ JAJ. Ana-
lyzed the data: CNJ RWK TWG. Contributed reagents/materials/analysis tools: CNJ JAJ RWK.
Wrote the paper: CNJ.
References
1. Gaillard JM, Festa-Bianchet M, Yoccoz NG, Loison A, Toigo C. Temporal variation in fitness compo-
nents and population dynamics of large herbivores. Annu Rev Ecol Evol Syst 2000; 31:367–393.
2. Saether BE. Environmental stochasticity and population dynamics of large herbivores: a search for
mechanisms. Trends Ecol Evol 1997; 12:143–49. PMID: 21238011
3. Gaillard JM, Festa-Bianchet M, Yoccoz NG. Population dynamics of large herbivores: variable recruit-
ment with constant adult survival. Trends Ecol Evol 1998; 13:58–63. PMID: 21238201
4. Morellet N, Gaillard JM, Hewison AJM, Ballon P, Boscardin Y, Duncan P, Maillard D. Indicators of eco-
logical change: new tools for managing populations of large herbivores. J App Ecol 2007; 44: 634–643.
5. Caughley G. Mortality patterns in mammals. Ecol 1966; 47:906–918.
Pronghorn Neonate Survival
PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0144026 December 2, 2015 13 / 17
6. Webb SL, Hewitt DG, Hellickson MW. Survival and cause-specific mortality of mature male white-tailed
deer. J Wildl Manage 2007; 71:555–558.
7. Kohlmann SG. Population dynamics and modeling. In: O’Gara BW, Yoakum JD, editors. Pronghorn
ecology and management. Wildlife Management Institute; 2004. pp. 645–674.
8. Jacques CN, Jenks JA, Sievers JD, Roddy DE, Lindzey FG. Survival of pronghorns in western South
Dakota. J Wildl Manage 2007; 71:737–743.
9. O’Gara BW, Shaw HG. Predation. In: O’Gara BW, Yoakum JD, editors. Pronghorn ecology and man-
agement. Wildlife Management Institute; 2004. pp. 337–378.
10. O’Gara BW, Morrison B. Managing the harvest. In: O’Gara BW, Yoakum JD, editors. Pronghorn ecol-
ogy and management. Wildlife Management Institute; 2004. pp. 675–704.
11. O’Gara BW. Mortality factors. In: O’Gara BW, Yoakum JD, editors. Pronghorn ecology and manage-
ment. Wildlife Management Institute; 2004. pp. 379–408.
12. Byers JA. American pronghorn: social adaptations and the ghosts of predators past. University of Chi-
cago Press; 1997.
13. Gregg MA, Bray M, Kilbride KM, Dunbar MR. Birth synchrony and survival of pronghorn fawns. J Wildl
Manage 2001; 65:19–24.
14. Fichter E. On the bedding behavior of pronghorn fawns. In: Geist V, Walther F, editors. The behavior of
ungulates and its relationship to management. Volume 1, International Union of Conservation,
National Publication 24; 1974. pp. 352–355.
15. Kitchen DW. Social behavior and ecology of the pronghorn. Wildl Monogr 1974; 38:1–96.
16. Rutberg AT. Adaptive hypotheses of birth synchrony in ruminants: an interspecific test. Am Nat 1987;
130:692–710.
17. Thorne ET, Dean RE, Hepworth WG. Nutrition during gestation in relation to successful reproduction in
elk. J Wildl Manage 1976; 40:330–335.
18. Clutton-Brock TH, Guinness FE, Albon SD. Red deer: behavior and ecology of two sexes. University of
Chicago Press; 1982.
19. FairbanksWS. Birthdate, birthweight, and survival in pronghorn fawns. J Mammal 1993; 74:129–135.
20. Byers JA, Moodie JD. Sex-specific maternal investment in pronghorn, and the question of a limit on dif-
ferential provisioning in ungulates. Behav Ecol Sociobiol 1990; 26:157–164.
21. Yoakum JD. Habitat characteristics and requirements. In: O’Gara BW, Yoakum JD, editors. Pronghorn
ecology and management. Wildlife Management Institute; 2004. pp. 409–446.
22. Tucker RD, Garner GW. Habitat selection and vegetational characteristics of antelope fawn bed sites in
western Texas. J RangeManage 1983; 36:110–113.
23. Alldredge AW, Deblinger RD, Peterson J. Birth and fawn bed site selection by pronghorns in a sage-
brush-steppe community. J Wildl Manage 1991; 55:222–227.
24. Gustine DD, Parker KL, Lay RJ, GillinghamMP, Heard DC. Calf survival of woodland caribou in a multi-
predator ecosystem. Wildl Monogr 2006; 165:1–32.
25. Riley SJ, Dood AR. Summer movements, home range, habitat use, and behavior of mule deer fawns. J
Wildl Manage 1984; 48:1302–1310.
26. Poole KG, Serrouya R, Stuart-Smith K. Moose calving strategies in interior montane ecosystems. J
Mammal 2007; 88:139–150.
27. Barbknecht AE, FairbanksWS, Rogerson JD, Maichak EJ, Scurlock BM, Meadows LL. Elk parturition
site selection at local and landscape scales. J Wildl Manage 2011; 75:646–654.
28. Grovenburg TW, Klaver RW, Jenks JA. Survival of white-tailed deer fawns in the grasslands of the
Northern Great Plains. J Wildl Manage 2012; 76:944–956.
29. Rohm JH, Nielsen CK, Woolf A. Survival of white-tailed deer fawns in southern Illinois. J Wildl Manage
2007; 71:851–860.
30. Jacques CN, Jenks JA, DePerno CS, Sievers JD, Grovenburg TW, Brinkman TJ, Swanson CC, Stil-
lings BA. Evaluating ungulate mortality associated with helicopter net gun captures in the Northern
Great Plains. J Wildl Manage 2009a; 73:1282–1291.
31. Jacques CN, Jenks JA, Klaver RW. Seasonal movements and home range use by female pronghorns
in sagebrush-steppe communities of western South Dakota. J Mammal 2009b; 90:433–441.
32. Schroeder MA, Young JR, Braun CE. Sage grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus). In: Poole A, Gill F,
editors. The birds of North America. The birds of North America, Inc; 1999. Number 425.
33. Smith JT, Flake LD, Higgins KF, Kobriger GD. History of greater sage-grouse in the Dakotas: Distribu-
tion and population trends. Prairie Nat 2004; 36:213–230.
Pronghorn Neonate Survival
PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0144026 December 2, 2015 14 / 17
34. Homer C, Dewitz J, Fry J, Coan M, Hossain N, Larson C et al. Completion of the 2001 national land
cover database for the conterminous United States. PhotogrammEng Remote Sensing 2007; 73:337–
341.
35. Kalvels J. Soil survey of Fall River County, South Dakota. United States Department of Agriculture,
Soil Conservation Service; 1982. 192 p.
36. Larson GE, Johnson JR. Plants of the Black Hills and Bear Lodge Mountains. 2nd ed. South Dakota
Agricultural Experiment Station; 1999. 608 p.
37. Johnson JR, Larson GE. Grassland plants of South Dakota and the Northern Great Plains. South
Dakota Agricultural Experiment Station; 1999. 288 p.
38. JohnsonWF. Soil survey of Harding County, South Dakota. United States Department of Agriculture,
Soil Conservation Service; 1988. 300 p.
39. Tucker RD, Garner GW. Mortality of pronghorn antelope fawns in Brewster County, Texas. ProcWest-
ern Assoc Fish andWildl Agencies 1980; 60:620–631.
40. Autenrieth RE, Fichter E. On the behavior and socialization of pronghorn fawns. Wildl Monog 1975;
42:3–111.
41. Sikes RS, GannonWL, and the Animal Care and Use Committee of the American Society of Mammalo-
gists. Guidelines of the American Society of Mammalogists for the use of wild mammals in research. J
Mammal 2011; 92:235–253.
42. Brinkman TJ, DePerno CS, Jenks JA, Haroldson BS, Erb JD. A vehicle-mounted radiotelemetry
antenna system design. Wildl Soc Bull 2002; 30:256–258.
43. Grovenburg TW, Swanson CC, Jacques CN, Klaver RW, Brinkman TJ, Burris BJ et al. Survival of
white-tailed deer neonates in Minnesota and South Dakota. J Wildl Manage 2011a; 75:213–220.
44. Grovenburg TW, Klaver RW, Jacques CN, Swanson CC, DePerno CS, Monteith KL et al. 2014a. Influ-
ence of landscape characteristics on retention of expandable radiocollars on young ungulates. Wildl
Soc Bull 2014a; 38:89–95.
45. Kie JG, Bowyer RT, Nicholson MC, Boroski BB, Loft ER. Landscape heterogeneity at differing scales:
effects on spatial distribution of mule deer. Ecol 2002; 83:530–544.
46. Bowyer RT, Kie JG. Effects of scale on interpreting life-history characteristics of ungulates and carni-
vores. Divers and Distr 2006; 12:244–257.
47. Autenrieth RE. Pronghorn fawn habitat use and vulnerability to predation. Proc Bien Prong Antelope
Workshop 1982; 10:112–131.
48. Trainer CE, Willis MJ, Keister GP Jr, Sheely DP. Fawn mortality and habitat use among pronghorn dur-
ing spring and summer in southeastern Oregon, 1981–1982. Oregon Department of Fish andWildlife;
1983. Wildlife Resources Report 12.
49. Barrett MW. Movements, habitat use, and predation on pronghorn fawns in Alberta. J Wildl Manage
1984; 48:542–550.
50. McGarigal K, Cushman SA, Neel MC, Ene E. 2002. FRAGSTATS: spatial pattern analysis program for
categorical maps. <http://www.umass.edu/landeco/research/fragstats/fragstats.html>. Accessed 10
June 2015.
51. Jacques CN, Van Deelen TR, Hall WH Jr, Martin KJ, VerCauteren KC. Evaluating how hunters see and
react to telemetry collars on white-tailed deer. J Wildl Manage 2011; 75:221–231.
52. White GC, Burnham KP. 1999. ProgramMARK: survival estimation from populations of marked ani-
mals. Bird Study 46:S120–S139.
53. Kaplan EL, Meier P. Nonparametric estimation from incomplete observations. J Amer Statistics Assoc
1958; 53:457–481.
54. Pollock KH, Winterstein SR, Bunck CM, Curtis PD. Survival analysis in telemetry studies: the stag-
gered-entry design. J Wildl Manage 1989; 53:7–15.
55. Bishop CJ, White GC, and Lukacs PM. Evaluating dependence among mule deer siblings in fetal and
neonatal survival analyses. J Wildl Manage 2008; 72:1085–1093.
56. Grovenburg TW, Monteith KL, Jacques CN, Klaver RW, DePerno CS, Brinkman TJ et al. Re-evaluating
neonatal-age models for ungulates: Does model choice affect survival estimates? PLoS ONE 2014b;
9:e108797.
57. Burnham KP, Anderson DR. Model selection and inference: a practical information-theoretic approach.
New York: Springer-Verlag; 2002.
58. Arnold TW. Uninformative parameters and model selection using Akaike’s information criterion. J Wildl
Manage 2010; 74:1175–1178.
Pronghorn Neonate Survival
PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0144026 December 2, 2015 15 / 17
59. Barber-Meyer SH, Mech LD, andWhite PJ. Elk calf survival and mortality following wolf restoration to
Yellowstone National Park. Wildl Monogr 2008; 169:1–30.
60. Cooch EG, White GC. Known fate models. In: Cooch EG, White GC, editors. ProgramMARK: A gentle
introduction; 2015. pp. 633–658.
61. Devries JH, Citta JJ, Lindberg MS, Howerter DW, Anderson MG. Breeding-season survival of mallard
females in the prairie pothole region of Canada. J Wildl Manage 2003; 67:551–563.
62. Robbins CT, Robbins BL. Fetal and neonatal growth patterns and maternal reproductive effort in ungu-
lates and subungulates. Am Nat 1979; 114:101–116.
63. O’Gara BW, Yoakum JD. The Future. In: O’Gara BW, Yoakum JD, editors. Pronghorn ecology and
management. Wildlife Management Institute; 2004. pp. 809–832.
64. Barrett MW. Environmental characteristics and functional significance of pronghorn fawn bedding sites
in Alberta. J Wildl Manage 1981; 45:120–131.
65. Ockenfels RA, Dorothy CL, Kirkland JD. Mortality and home range of pronghorn fawns in central Ari-
zona. Proc Bien Prong AntelopeWorkshop 1992; 15:78–92.
66. Mysterud A, Ims RA. Functional responses in habitat use: Availability influences relative use in trade-off
situations. Ecol 1998; 79:1435–1441.
67. Van Moorter BD, Visscher D, Herfindal I, Basille M, Mysterud A. Inferring behavioural mechanisms in
habitat selection studies getting the null-hypothesis right for functional and familiarity responses. Eco-
graphy 2013; 36:323–330.
68. Moreau G, Fortin D, Couturier S, Duchesne T. Multi-level functional responses for wildlife conservation:
the case of threatened caribou in managed boreal forests. J Appl Ecol 2012; 49:611–620.
69. Godvik IMR, Loe LE, Vik JO, Veiberg V, Langvatn R, Mysterud A. Temporal scales, trade-offs, and
functional responses in red deer habitat selection. Ecol 2009; 90:699–710.
70. Herfindal I, Tremblay JP, Hansen BB, Solberg EJ, HeimM, Saether BE. Scale dependency and func-
tional response in moose habitat selection. Ecography 2009; 32: 849–859.
71. Kantrud HA. Duck nest success on Conservation Reserve Program land in the Prairie Pothole Region.
J Soil Water Cons 1993; 48:238–242.
72. Burger LD, Burger LW Jr, Faaborg J. Effects of prairie fragmentation on predation on artificial nests. J
Wildl Manage 1994; 58:249–254.
73. Sovada MA, Zicus MC, Greenwood RJ, Rave DP, NewtonWE, Woodward RO et al. Relationships of
habitat patch size to predator community and survival of duck nests. J Wildl Manage 2000; 64:820–
831.
74. Canon SK, Bryant FC. Bed-site characteristics of pronghorn fawns. J Wildl Manage 1997; 6:1134–
1141.
75. Jacques CN, Jenks JA, Grovenburg TW, Klaver RW, DePerno CS. Incorporating detection probability
into northern Great Plains pronghorn population estimates. J Wildl Manage 2014; 78:164–174.
76. Broyles B. Desert wildlife water developments: questioning use in the southwest. Wildl Soc Bull 1995;
23:663–675.
77. Grovenburg TW, Jacques CN, Klaver RW, Jenks JA. Drought effect on selection of Conservation
Reserve Program grasslands by white-tailed deer on the Northern Great Plains. AmMidl Nat 2011b;
166:147–162.
78. Bleich V. C., Bowyer R. T., andWehausen J. D. Sexual segregation in mountain sheep: resources or
predation? Wildl Monogr 1997; 134:1–50.
79. Andrew NG, Lesicka LM, Bleich VC. An improved fence design to protect water sources for native
ungulates. Wildl Soc Bull 1997; 25:823–825.
80. Blood DA, Flook DR, Wishart WD. Weights and growth of Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep in western
Alberta. J Wildl Manage 1970; 34:451–455.
81. Robbins CT, Robbins BL. Fetal and neonatal growth patterns and maternal reproductive effort in ungu-
lates and subungulates. Am Nat 1979; 114:101–116.
82. Owen-Smith N. Comparative mortality rates of male and female kudus: the costs of sexual size dimor-
phism. J Anim Ecol 1993; 62:428–440.
83. Barber-Meyer SM, Mech LD. Factors influencing predation on juvenile ungulates and natural selection
implications. Wildl Biol Pract 2008; 4:8–29.
84. Estes RD. The significance of breeding synchrony in the wildebeest. E Afr Wildl J 1976; 14:135–152.
85. Wissel C, Brandl R. A model for the adaptive significance of partial reproductive synchrony within social
units. Evol Ecol 1988; 2:102–114.
Pronghorn Neonate Survival
PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0144026 December 2, 2015 16 / 17
86. Barrett MW. Pronghorn fawn mortality in Alberta. Proc Bien Prong AntelopeWorkshop 1978; 8:429–
444.
87. Von Gunten BL. Pronghorn fawn mortality on the National Bison Range. Proc Bien Prong Antelope
Workshop 1978; 8:349–413.
88. Autenrieth RE. Little lost pronghorn fawn study–condition, habitat use and mortality. Proc Bien Prong
AntelopeWorkshop 1984; 11:49–70.
89. Kunkel KE, Mech LD. Wolf and bear predation on white-tailed deer fawns in northeastern Minnesota.
Can J of Zool 1994; 72:1557–1565.
Pronghorn Neonate Survival
PLOS ONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0144026 December 2, 2015 17 / 17
